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SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Discused 
fiurther amending proposed claim (copy attached) to recited that the core partition is configured to reduce burner 
flame flicker as disclosed on page 13, lines 2-4. Noted that the proposed addition of reduce burner flame flicker is 
supported by the statement on page 9, lines 2-4 "... the flicker of the core flame to be smaller...". Examiner noted that 
the proper addition of this additional limitation to the proposed changes to claim 9 would render the claims allowable, 
and the case would be ready for allowance if the the non-elected claims are also canceled. . 



